even though the abbot claimed he had it from a governmental document. The avowed purpose of his book was to expose the failures of the Genoese administration in Corsica, in this case the regime's fomentation of «civil discord». We can discard his revolutionary bias, of course, if he had correctly taken the number in question from an administrative document (which we do not know) 5 . Even then, it is unlikely that the reported figure of 28 715 homicides was based on a thorough and reliable investigation. In 1715, the Genoese administration itself had every reason to exaggerate. It had just instituted a tax on the possession of firearms in Corsica, in an attempt to pacify the island. For this reason, the leading historian of early modern Corsica, Antoine-Marie Graziani, considers the figure in question completely meaningless 6 . Nonetheless, whatever the degree of exaggeration, Corsica around 1700 was by no means a peaceful place. Salvini's claim that it was all Genoa's fault, does not diminish the reality of social conflict. Graziani himself speaks of an «extreme degree of violence » pervading early modern Corsican society. Priests, too, walked around armed, even in church, and they avenged their family honor by killing members of enemy factions. The number of bandits was kept in check only because many of them decided to try their luck in Sardinia or the mainland 7 . Moreover, blood feuds and banditry still were endemic in Corsica during most of the nineteenth century, as evidenced by Stephen Wilson's well-known study. Wilson has calculated homicide rates ranging between 26 and 64 per 100,000 inhabitants (annual averages in five-year periods) during the years 1816-1850 8 . There is no reason to assume a priori that they were lower in the early modern period. Indeed, another contemporary, Ajaccio's bishop Giustiniani, wrote in 1604 that, during his seventeen years of office, he had personally witnessed the killing of at least a hundred men. This would imply an annual homicide rate for the town of Ajaccio -one more exaggeration, no doubt -of over 294 per 100 000 9 . During a large part of its history, then, the inhabitants of Corsica were decidedly more violent, on average, than their contemporaries in mainstream Europe.
The case of Corsica highlights the exceptions and discontinuities which marked the development of interpersonal violence in Europe. There was no unilinear and universal evolution from a violent to a less violent society. Norbert Elias' theory of civilization, some scholars believe, implies just such an evolution. That sort of simplistic interpretation of his theory can easily be corrected 10 . Other criticisms, however, may prove a little harder to handle. The purpose of this essay is to re-assess s I was unable to trace such a document during a brief visit to the Archivio di Stato in Genoa. I am grateful to its director, dr. Carlo Bitossi, for his help. ing violence; (2) the character of violence, in particular its function as an indicator for the level of behavioral control; (3) the interdependence of long-term change in the field of aggression and human emotions on the one hand and the overall development of society on the other ; (4) the new wave of interpersonal violence in the Western world in the late twentieth century. At several points in my discussion it will be necessary to clear up misunderstandings, for which I apologize in advance. It actually testifies to the strength of the theory of civilization that its persistent critics have only been able to present a seemingly plausible argument by misrepresenting it.
Was the long-term decline of violence, from the fourteenth century to the middle of the twentieth, real? Obviously, this is a methodological problem of concern to all researchers in the field, whether or not they accept the theory of civilization. Most of them do agree that the quantitative evidence on homicide points at a real decrease in the amount of killing. By contrast, in their enthusiasm for piling up one criticism of Elias on the other, both Schwerhoff and Dinges question this widely shared view. The first even proposes to reconsider the common habit of treating homicide figures based on prosecuted cases alone as suspect. «The widespread practice of considering the highest available rates as those nearest to reality » he says, «has a certain arbitrariness to it» 15 would at least bring them near to one. Despite these considerations, Eisner's conclusion on the long-term trend in Europe is inescapable: «the evidence is so consistent, the secular decline so regular and the differences in levels so large, that it seems difficult to refute the conclusion of a real and notable decline » 19 . It is one thing to observe a decreasing trend in homicide, it is another to conclude that violence in general has declined. Although several scholars feel unhappy with this extrapolation, only Dinges, to my knowledge, has maintained that the level of nonlethal violence actually has increased. The basis for this is very meager : a few French studies show a rise in prosecutions for violent offenses toward the end of the eighteenth century and studies of marital conflict reveal a lot of battering and assault within families in the eighteenth century and the first half of the nineteenth 20 . The latter observation says nothing about the prevalence of domestic fights in an earlier or later period. Moreover, one of Dinges' sources, David Sabean, actually observes a shift from « systematic » to « reactive » violence by husbands around 1800, which rather suggests a decline in overall marital violence 21 . The question of husbands beating their wives has been heavily debated among family historians. Although they disagree over the timing of change, most agree on a declining trend somewhere between the sixteenth and twentieth centuries. The trajectories of this trend in various countries should of course be established with greater precision, but for the moment we observe that its direction is congruent with the overall development regarding interpersonal violence.
To be sure, high levels of homicide are usually due to a prevalence of male-onmale fighting. We are justified in taking these homicides as indicators for a broader reservoir of violence, because they commonly are «accidents», cases in which a fight got out of hand 22 . Accepting this, one might still argue that, if men's aggressive impulses become stronger, both their willingness to attack others increases and the proportion of fights with an « accidental», lethal outcome. The consequence, for the sake of argument, can be stated in quantitative terms : in order to prove a doubling of men's aggressive impulses over a certain period, we need a quadrupling of homicides and to substantiate a 50% decline, a division by a factor of four is needed. Obviously, with a long-term trend of several dozens to under one, this is no problem.
Quantification alone never tells the whole story. 
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The only other possibility is when some town or region obliged its surgeons to report the violently inflicted wounds they treated and a complete series of reports has survived. I have found no study in which these two requirements were met, but the preliminary one by Bartolini (1999) points in that direction. studying, any count of them is unable to prove or disprove the long-term decline in violence. Informed estimates based on prosecuted rates are of course possible. Two English studies, by Beattie for the eighteenth century and Gatrell for the second half of the nineteenth, are generally acclaimed for the sophistication of their quantitative analysis. The authors carefully weighed all possible factors influencing their figures, which enabled them to extrapolate convincingly from prosecuted rates of nonlethal assault to real rates. Both authors conclude toward a decline of violence 24 . A final point in this cluster of problems concerns the population side of calculating homicide rates. In his dissertation, not that critical of the dominant method yet, Schwerhoff already expressed some doubt: in modern times, even a «sleepy provincial town» easily assembles 50 000 people within its confines 25 . The implication is that the twentieth century's low homicide rates are biased because of the «unfairly high numbers» of inhabitants. One could easily turn this argument around : people living in 1500 would find it amazing that a town of that size can be sleepy. The question is what do you want your homicide rates to speak for. One important thing they testify to, I argue, is contemporaries' direct experience with violence. If a town of 5 000 inhabitants witnesses three murders per year, it means that every neighborhood community has first-hand experience with killing. Today, not to mention in the 1950s, many neighborhood communities have no direct experience with killing at all. Their members live in a world in which aggressive emotions are kept in check to a large extent. Viewed from that angle, it is equally unnecessary to control homicide rates for such factors as the proportion of young men in the population. This factor can simply figure among the explanations for regional and short-term variations in the rates. Whatever the age structure, it leaves the bare fact of the total population's experience with violence unaltered. Whereas it is true that in every society we know of violence is practiced disproportionately by young males, practice alone does not tell us much about an entire community's attitude. During a feud, for example, older men, or women for that matter, may encourage youths to avenge the family honor 26 .
The subject of honor smoothly leads to my second theme, that of the character and context of violence. This is a contested area, in particular for the period when homicide rates were high : the middle ages. Incidentally, in my opinion «middle ages» is a misleading and useless term, which should be banned from historical writing. In our discussion, the term essentially refers to (the urban world of) the late thirteenth through early sixteenth centuries. For brevity's sake, despite my reservations, I will refer to this period as «the middle ages ».
Apart from indulging in fights, this was also a time in which people ate with their hands, urinated in public, bathed naked and shared beds with complete strangers. According to the theory of civilization, the degree of control over affects and impulses was lower and sudden shifts from one mood to another occurred more frequently than in later periods. Note the comparative wording here. Lesser control is not the same as no control. Elias always emphasized that processes of civilization 24 Gatrell ( have no beginning : in any society people control their emotions to some degree. Moreover, the relatively low level of emotional control prevailing in the middle ages was just as much a habitus which had to be learned, into which the young had to be socialized, as the court etiquette of Versailles. Given this, it is certainly unjustified that some historians continue to write as if Elias viewed medieval life in terms of a static «we-they» contrast. Any criticism based on the mistaken notion that Elias postulated a zero point of civilization can simply be dismissed.
Passages coming near to this view can nevertheless be found in the historical literature on violence. Thus, the French medievalist Claude Gauvard chides Elias for having observed in the middle ages nothing but an «instinctive and brutal barbarity » 27 . German historians followed suit: in line with Huizinga, he has painted a naive picture of quickly changing moods 28 ; he succumbed to «the myth of the wild and dark middle ages » 29 . Taking 31 . Groebner's statement is amusing, because he apparently thinks he has made a « discovery ». It is irrelevant to the theory of civilization, however, whether someone thinks its author was seized by a nostalgic longing or a stomach ache when contemplating medieval life. Such comments tell us more about the personality of the scholars who make them than about the theory they ostensibly criticize. Historians like Groebner suppose there simply must be a personal value judgment in Elias' work; they are unable to accept his main motive was to interpret the sources. By contrast, in a more realistic approach, the observer may acknowledge that one and the same historical process can involve elements which an individual possibly likes as well as those he possibly dislikes : gains and losses, if you wish. Thus, we might say that civilizing processes imply both an increase in politeness and a decrease in spontaneity.
The criticism discussed so far is largely devoid of content. The only serious objection which does refer to a matter of content, concerns the twin themes of ritual and honor. The ritualization of violence and its embeddedness in an honor code, a number of scholars claim, belie Elias' picture of medieval life as relatively free from emotional controls. Again, Gauvard was one of the first to present this argument, but she merely posits it in the introduction and conclusion of her voluminous study. behavior was usually bound to the rules of the honor code means that affects were constrained after all, hence a considerable blow to the theory of civilization. Gauvard does not illustrate this with concrete examples though. Another weak point concerns her continuous confusion between violence and criminality in general : low crime rates automatically translate into a low level of violence. Finally, she writes as if society is a person who acts, even producing the curious sentence « society has made rules to protect itself against itself » 32 . Arguing in a similar vein, Schuster introduces a concrete example, an incident in fifteenth-century Basel : everything is peaceful on the fish market in the early evening; a few words from a passer-by alter the situation; suddenly two people are fighting with knives. Then Schuster reveals that the incident had a previous history : the two fighters had quarrelled the other day and the passer-by knew he was likely to encounter his opponent again on the fish market. This kind of purposeful action, Schuster continues, was typical of medieval conflicts. He considers the fact that third parties often tried to stop a fight as another argument against Elias' theory 33 . One wonders why Schuster did not begin his story with the incident of the other day and whether the angry man perhaps had decided in an impulse to walk to the fish market. This example merely illustrates that some conflicts lasted for a longer time, a fact which Elias knew all too well of course. We have no proof yet that honor and ritual were incompatible with free-floating emotions.
In this matter, Dinges presents the most ingenious argument. According to him, honor and ritual functioned as pacifying factors : «The most important consequence of the ritualization of violence is the opportunity [it offers] to get out of a violent confrontation and peacefully concede to the demands of the other party». Consequently, ritual is a zweckrational phenomenon 34 . Dinges bases this explicit conclusion on the more implicit ones in his book on conflict in eighteenth-century Paris. In that perceptive study he shows that even the seemingly most trivial behavior of common people acquires meaning within the context of honor games. Every action has its symbolic significance; nothing is just random. A confrontation may end in bloodshed or go no further than verbal threats, but rituals accompany it at every stage. Based on the evidence, Dinges constructs an ideal-type scenario of a slowly escalating quarrel. Verbal threats are followed by gestures : «In these carefully ordered gestures, we note again their precisely calculated, ritualized character of threatening » 35 . His choice of words is revealing. Ritual involves calculation, Dinges implies, and therefore affect control. If one of his Parisians struck another with his fist, this was part of a scenario which the attacker had planned, as it were, five days earlier and had tested and refined in his thoughts. Here we have Dinges' fundamental mistake. The repetitive nature of his scenario does not point at planning or calculation. Ritual implies a fixed pattern! That pattern is already in people's heads; it does not have to be invented. Consequently, the ritual character of many violent confrontations does not preclude that they arose out of impulse. This applies with equal 32 Gauvard (1991; paraphrased quote on p. 700). See also Gauvard (1993). force to the medieval period. All human behavior, also in societies with low levels of affect control, depends to a high degree upon prior learning 36 . To get angry and aggressive, you first need a reason, however suddenly found. You have to differentiate situations with a friendly atmosphere from situations of hostility. In almost every society, people who attack and kill for no apparent reason have been considered mad. The caricature which some historians paint of Elias' view of the middle ages is that of a society of madmen.
Moreover, Dinges' argument that ritual facilitates the peaceful resolution of a conflict before it escalates, even if it were true, is besides the point. To facilitate is not to guarantee automatically. Recurrently, the adherence to ritual failed to prevent bloodshed, in Gauvard's middle ages no less than in Dinges' eighteenth century. The homicide rates suggest this happened more frequently in the former period. Dinges only proves (although this is important in itself) that a lot of minor violence in eighteenth-century Paris still was highly ritualized. It should be added that he concentrated on cases involving honor. What about the violence used in robberies, for example; did it have a more instrumental character? Also, in the absence of a reliable indicator for the quantitative incidence of assaults and fights («real crime»), we are ignorant how the sheer number of the cases studied relates to that in earlier and later periods : in Paris, in France, in the rest of Europe.
Taken together, the criticisms from Dinges and the medievalists want to have it both ways. If they can't disprove the theory of civilization on quantitative grounds, because of high levels of violence in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, they point at ritual and argue that attackers actually displayed a great amount of selfcontrol. If they cannot find much ritual, as in nineteenth-century Europe, they claim quantitatively high levels of assault and marital abuse, as we saw, no longer bothering about the question whether this involved controlled violence.
If the practice of ritual and an attachment to one's honor are compatible with free-floating emotions, the study of these themes can be integrated into the theory of civilization. A host of recent studies have shown the prevalence of honorific violence in the rural and urban communities of preindustrial Europe. For some historians, the popularity of this subject is sufficient reason to consider Elias' approach antequated 37 . However, the novelty of a theme says nothing about its implication for existing theories. In an attempt to endow these modern studies with a common program, Schwerhoff calls them microhistories, in which violence is analyzed « as part of an old European culture of conflict and struggle » 38 . Apart from the fact that this formula smacks a bit too much of old German Volkskunde, he simply provides no alternative theory. The microhistories have supplied us with a mass of empirical data, showing that, at different times and places, violent confrontations were cases of a defense of a person's honor. The task before us now is to explore new roads leading toward insights transcending this purely empirical observation. In that task, the theory of civilization still is a formidable base from which to proceed. The present author has made a modest attempt in this direction. First, I postulated that impulsive vs planned violence and ritual vs instrumental violence were the end poles of two largely independent axes 39 . This notion of axes has proved useful in a study of modern Brazil 40 . Second, I pointed at changes in the concept of honor over the last few centuries, which loosened its connection to violence 41 . In the absence of serious rebuttals, I can simply refer to this earlier work.
It may leave one problem unsolved : killing within the context of a feud frequently has an intentional ring to it (although the original murder triggering a feud often has an impulsive character). That is obvious, for example, in cases in which an enemy is ambushed. Such cases appear to contradict the idea of a long-term trend from impulsive to planned violence. Possibly, my axes are valid only for post-feud phases of social development. Alternatively, we may still acknowledge a certain impulsive element in feuds, to the extent that the timing of an incident can be unexpected, or in view of the often arbitrary choice of which member of a hostile family or faction to attack. We may also see it in the passion with which bloodshed may follow upon bloodshed in long-lasting vendettas, or even in sudden changes of mood from enmity to forgiveness, sealed by a reconciliation ritual, which Elias considers as typical for the society in question. Moreover, the practice of feuding usually involves a love of slaughter and the association of human enemies to a hunting prey, an attitude magisterially described by Edward Muir 42 . There is sufficient reason, then, to rank the physical attacks and killings occasioned by feuds closer to the impulsive than to the planned pole.
The third cluster of problems, the interdependence of long-term change in the field of aggression and human emotions on the one hand and the overall development of society on the other, touches on the very core of the theory of civilization. In this domain, too, misinterpretations have clouded the discussion at times. According to one incorrect view, Elias' theory simply postulates a long-term decline of violence in every social domain. If physical punishment, for example, was on the rise in the sixteenth century compared to the preceding period, this would constitute a problem 43 . However, the death penalties of the sixteenth century primarily were a function of the growth and stabilization of state monopolies. These judicial executions should rather be put on a par with the feuds by which social control and regulation were achieved previously. With the growth and stabilization of state monopolies, the paradoxical situation emerged of a combination of collective violence directed outward and a relative pacification of social relations, with law enforcement as an exception, inside 44 the monopoly is always relative, since the very assaults and killings discussed here imply an encroachment on it. Second, following Weber, Elias spoke of a Gewaltmonopol; the German word Gewalt originally connoted something like « ability to rule» 45 . Although this obviously has to do with power, it is incorrect to say « monopoly of power». Elias emphasized that power is an aspect of all social relationships; that it is always two-sided. Although the power balance between those who rule and those who are ruled is unequal, the latter have a measure of power too. Thus, by definition, power can never be monopolized. My proposal is to translate Gewaltmonopol as «military monopoly». As Elias demonstrated, its gradual formation was intertwined with that of a monopoly on levying taxes. These two aspects, military ascendency and taxation, together made up the state monopoly, a number of which were established in Europe during the early modern period. Within the theory of civilization this is a crucial, but by no means the only social development which facilitated changes in behavioral standards.
To denote these changes in behavioral standards in English, the term « civilizing process » is common, whereas «process of civilization» actually would be better. The former term suggests that a person or group out there is actively civilizing others, which, in its turn, might suggest that social processes come about because someone directs them. That is never the case. Long-term processes, also that of civilization, are largely «blind». Thus, the refinement of manners in early modern France received an impetus because middle groups imitated the court elite, whereupon the latter were forced to revise their manners in order to maintain social distinction. On the other hand, throughout history some people have tried indeed to change the behavior of others, often in the direction of «more civilized » standards. If this effort involves a more or less concerted campaign, we may speak of a civilization offensive. The «invention of modern man», as Muchembled calls it, in fact represented a major offensive of this type. During a period stretching from the late sixteenth century to the middle of the eighteenth, we frequently observe concerted efforts, through courts and other agencies, to impose norms and standards of behavior implying a more sober way of life, a decrease of magic in people's world view, a more controlled sexuality, etc.
46 . The word offensive, of course, does not necessarily imply success. Like similar ones, this concerted campaign itself was part of a more encompassing, blind process. For example, if the behavior of peasants in 1800 differed from that in 1500, this was not merely due to the offensives of courts and moral entrepreneurs, but it was also facilitated by social and economic transformations. Both the imitation-and-refinement mechanism and that of conscious inculcation of norms in their turn formed part of overall blind changes.
Thus, the various interdependencies -such as the intertwinement of the growth of state monopolies and the spread of «civilized» codes of behavior -were of a 45 I already discussed this in the introduction of my dissertation (Spierenburg, 1978) . Today, German historians freely use «Gewalt» with reference to interpersonal violence. Dinges, however, appears to draw on the older connotation of Gewalt, when he unjustly accuses me of overlooking state violence (in Sieferle, Breuninger, 1998, p. 173). A comparable terminological confusion is evident in a debate among French historians on Elias (Burguière et al, 1995) . In that debate, Chartier's definition of interpersonal violence « comme mise en jeu des corps pouvant amener la mise en jeu de l'existence» (p. 231) is well-taken. For his part, Elias hardly used the word violence; to denote affects of aggression, he spoke of «Angriffslust».
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Muchembled (1988). It should be noted that the singular abstract of «modern man» is quite unlike Elias' approach. complex nature. Moreover, these interdependent developments were structured differently in various parts of Europe. Still another mistaken view is that Elias somehow considered court society -and the French model at that -as a necessary stage, without which the process of civilization is unthinkable 47 . Admittedly, he concentrated on France in his 1939 book and published a separate study of the French court. But once more, it is unfair to evaluate his contribution to les sciences humaines based only on these two books. Elias later wrote about quite different social formations and other scholars have done so, using his approach. He always called for new research, which might lead to modificatons of his theory. The appropriate reaction, therefore, is to take up that challenge, rather than simply reproaching Elias for not having done all the work himself.
When we acknowledge that the road through court society was not necessarily the only route for civilization processes, there is no particular reason why we should expect to find that countries or territories with an absolutist regime first witnessed the decline of homicide 48 . To the contrary, they are more likely to have been slower in this respect. As Elias himself pointed out, the recently «tamed » court aristocrats of Louis XIV still carried swords and their renunciation of violence was based on Fremdzwang (external constraints) rather than Selbstzwang (automatic self-constraint). In this environment, the etiquette of table manners and polite conversation, rather than the curbing of anger, formed the main arena for changes in behavioral codes. This is far from an anomaly, since the theory of civilization is about overall societal change, stressing the interdependence of macro-psychological and social, or inter-human, processes. On the most general level, Elias identifies processes of differentiation of functions and extension of the chains of interdependence 49 . These include urbanization, for example, or economic differentiation, which might equally have affected specific spurts in the long-term trend of declining violence.
We are of course seriously handicapped, if we want to find out how the coming of court society affected interpersonal violence in France. The utter lack of French homicide rates for the pre-statistical period makes this enterprise nearly impossible. It is the nefarious legacy of the violence au vol thesis, which has given rise to a fatal preoccupation with percentages. Almost every French historian appears to be convinced that determining the ratio of (prosecuted) violent offenses to property offenses is the real thing. Consequently, France is a blank spot on the European chart of the long-term development of homicide. To remedy that situation is one of the principal requirements for furthering our understanding of interpersonal violence in the past. those who think this theory is evolutionistic or teleological, the answer is simple. The accusation of evolutionism, however, can be ignored, since it is based on the unscholarly procedure of apportioning guilt by association : Elias' work is first pronounced akin to nineteenth-century theories and next every shortcoming of these theories is held against him as well 50 . The theory of civilization is of course based on observed past trends and has no room for evolution. Future generations may witness social integration at even higher levels than the state or they may not.
To illuminate the present, we have to turn to the distant past for a moment. The theory of civilization essentially maintains that a few general societal developments roughly march together: toward increasing differentiation of functions and an extension of the chains of interdependence or in the opposite direction. There are sufficient examples of sustained de-integration in the past, of which the decline and fall of the Roman Empire in the West is probably the best known case. The breakdown of the Roman state monopoly and the concomitant de-differentiation of functions were accompanied in their turn by a decrease in average affect control. There are enough indications to maintain that, during the Principate, the Roman elites had a measure of sensitivity and «civilized' emotional control roughly similar to that prevailing among the aristocracy and higher bourgeoisie of France or England around 1700. If we could get homicide rates for Europe South of the Rhine and Danube in the first five centuries of the Common Era, the theory of civilization expects them to be lowest in the first and second centuries and then start on a secular rise, along with the breakdown of central state control and economic de-differentiation.
The example of Corsica, with which I began, forms another case in point. Neither the Genoan city-state nor the French national state during the first century of its hegemony could exercise an effective military monopoly over the island, while the level of economic integration and urbanization remained ephemeral during this period. The corollary was a persistence of high levels of interpersonal violence 51 . A recent, more short-term example concerns the devolution of the Soviet Union. In this case, a weakening of the state monopoly is accompanied by rising homicide rates. What happened in Corsica and the former Soviet Union, is precisely what the theory of civilization would lead us to expect. In a similar vein, the increase in interpersonal violence in the Western world from the 1970s through 1990s was partly due to the emergence of unpacified islands in the inner cities 52 . Nevertheless, the very long-term, or world-historical trend rather proceeds in the opposite direction. Periods of de-differentiation and de-civilization have usually been followed by renewed integration. The world-historical trend lends some plausibility to the expectation of integration at a higher level somewhere in the future. Far from involving wishful, evolutionary thinking, this is a realistic prospect (and it is per definition not wishful for those who hate the idea). In the long run, societies with greater integration and affect control tend to prevail over societies with lesser integration and affect control. This is not due to the presence of some Hegelian world spirit or because someone planned it in advance; it is our empirical observation in retrospect.
Even if we expect renewed integration and civilization in the future, we are ignorant about its timing. Are we to assume, with Thome in this issue, that the trend toward rising interpersonal violence will be with us for a while? That is a mere prediction of course. One cannot explain a predicted trend, only make the prediction plausible. A minor argument against its plausibility is the slight decrease in the homicide rate observed in the USA at the closing of the 1990s. An argument for the stability of the trend observed since the 1970s, on the other hand, is that it appears to be accompanied by the «revival» of a traditional notion of male honor. For a full appreciation of modern developments, however, a more distant past needs to be taken into consideration.
One longer-term trend has remained undeflected in Western societies until the present day, despite the recent increase in the homicide rate. I am referring to the pacification of the elites. Well into the seventeenth century it had been common for aristocrats and rich burghers to engage personally in physical struggles. This has become ever more uncommon for them since, with the revival of dueling among the nineteenth-century bourgeoisie as a partial exception 53 Europe. Although AM1700 and PH2000 share a culture of violence and a code of honor and male bravery, at least three crucial differences between them can be observed.
One is obvious at first sight : the use of knives vs. a preference for guns. This difference of technology affects the psychology of the two groups. In a gun fight, the participants usually observe a measure of physical distance, in contrast to the more direct, skin-close confrontation of the bladed duel. More so than with shooting, handling a knife involves the unleashing of aggressive impulses. Paradoxically, those aggressive impulses do not necessarily imply a drive to kill. Knife fighters wanted to teach their opponent a lesson; if the fight ended in death, they considered this an accident. With a bullet, it is nearly impossible to « hurt someone just a little bit». The middle road between backing off and a deadly fight hardly exists. Consequently, to cultivate and exhibit a reputation for violence functions as a strategy of survival : this reputation alone frightens off challengers. For PH2000, unlike for AM1700, every armed confrontation is potentially lethal.
A second difference has to do with modern developments, such as the communications revolution, the rise of consumerism and globalization, all of which had not set in yet by 1700. Despite the underprivileged conditions, modern media, in particular television, are present in today's inner cities. As a window on the world, television makes PH2000 conscious of their position outside mainstream society. They hate «the system» and they ridicule and thwart any individual who seeks a future outside the ghetto. Such a form of political consciousness was totally absent in AM1700. Modern media also display the newest products. PH2000 have a taste for expensive trademark articles, which induces them to street robbery at times. This consumer-mentality hardly characterized AM1700. Yet, some of them engaged in property crime as well, in particular to facilitate their principal type of consumption : in taverns. Bars and similar establishments appear to be less central again in the life of PH2000, who literally have a street culture.
Finally, the drug trade permeates modern street life. This is unequivocally a recent phenomenon, in America no less than in Europe. New York gangs of the 1950s, for example, still were untouched by it. The very people who are habitually violent and cherish an ethos of bravery, are recruited into the illegal economy. Among PH2000, everyone with a «street» orientation gets involved in the drug trade (« going legal») sooner or later. This makes it possible for them to stay outside «the system» indeed. By contrast, AM1700 periodically shifted to a legal existence by enlisting on a ship. To the extent that the drug trade helps to sustain the culture of street violence, Western legislators, by prohibiting the consumption of certain substances, indirectly foster that culture.
These observations, the beginning of a comparison which should be elaborated much more fully, are indicative. They point at crucial features of the context of violence which a straightforward count of dead bodies is unable to reveal. The differences between AM1700 and PH2000 illustrate still another aspect of Elias' theory. Elements of earlier phases of a long-term development, he observed, often remain present or return during later phases. However, they usually do so in a transformed manner, commensurate with the different type of society (or «figuration») which has emerged. Thus, the explanatory potential, for violence and other social phenomena, of the theory of civilization remains strong. That a few details in Elias' 1939 book have failed to stand the test of time was only to be expected. In no way do these minor modifications add up to a falsification of his theory and, more important, they are heavily outweighed by new data compatible with this theory. For example, a reexamination of the chronicles Elias indirectly relied on to picture medieval knights' love for battle and slaughter has made the notion of a warrior's lust for attacking uncertain, but this does hardly diminish the reality of violence in the everyday life of the period 57 . Similarly, although gender differences were a less prominent theme in Elias' 1939 book, he was one of the first theorists to include shifting power balances between the sexes among the principal modern trends 58 . Within the body of knowledge generated by Elias himself and the scholars who have elaborated his theories, the triad of gender, power and violence looms large indeed.
The basic argument of this essay can be summed up in a few sentences. Research on the long-term development of homicide over the last twenty years has yielded impressive new evidence for the theory of civilization. Some historians tend to ignore this evidence or attempt to explain it away. The only objection to the theory not based on a misinterpretation refers to the historical study of honor and ritual. However, in so far as they refer to this subject, Elias' critics merely proclaim its modernity, over the alleged «old-fashionedness» of his approach. In reality, the theory of civilization invites creative elaboration, in which subjects like ritual and honor are a boon rather than a problem. 
